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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
Joseph L. Madrid appeals the district court's denial of his motion to 
suppress statements he made prior to arrest. 
Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings 
Around 3:00 a.m., a convenience store clerk called police to report a 
suspicious person. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 10, Ls. 8-23.) Police Officers Erickson and 
Chapko responded and saw Joseph L. Madrid leaving the store's restroom; 
Madrid appeared nervous and had a pill bottle with a torn prescription label 
sticking out of his pants pocket. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 12, L. 16 - p. 13, L. 13.) The 
officers could see plastic baggies inside the bottle. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 13, Ls. 11-
13; p. 14, L. 24 - p. 15, L. 2; p. 32, Ls. 8-9.) 
Officer Chapko asked Madrid to step outside the store, and he did. 
(1/18/2012 Tr., p. 13, Ls. 23-25.) The officers performed a routine pat-down, 
which did not recover any weapons, then asked Madrid to sit on the curb. 
(1/18/2012 Tr., p. 22, Ls. 5-7, 20-22; p. 33, Ls. 17-18.) Officer Chapko asked 
Madrid what was in his pill bottle, and why the bottle was not properly labeled. 
(1/18/2012 Tr., p. 14, Ls. 13-16.) Madrid told the officer that he was prescribed 
about 10 medicines, and kept them all in one bottle. (Id., Ls. 17-19.) 
When questioned further by the officers, Madrid told them they could take 
the bottle. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 16, Ls. 22-23; p. 34, Ls. 20-25. 1) Officer Erickson 
1 This is consistent with Defendant's factual summary in his Memorandum 
Supporting Motion to Suppress below. (R., p. 66.) 
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took the bottle, opened it, and detected the smell of marijuana. (1/18/2012 Tr., 
p. 35, Ls. 1-9.) Madrid told the officers that he got the bags from someone at the 
Kit Kat Klub, and believed it was spice, not marijuana. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 18, Ls. 
1-4.) Inside the bottle was morphine, marijuana and spice. (1/18/2012 Tr. p. 35, 
Ls. 3-18.) The officers placed Madrid under arrest. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 20, Ls. 5-
15.) 
The state charged Madrid with one felony and two misdemeanor counts of 
possessing controlled substances and one count of possessing drug 
paraphernalia. (R., pp. 38-39.) Madrid moved to suppress any evidence, 
statements, or admissions made by Madrid after he was ordered to sit down. 
(R., p. 63.) The district court denied the motion. (R., pp. 88-90.) Later, Madrid 
pleaded guilty to possession of a controlled substance, but preserved his right to 
appeal the district court's denial of his motion to suppress statements made prior 
to his arrest. (R., pp. 96-97; 9/9/2012 Tr. p. 24, Ls. 7-20.) 
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ISSUES 
Madrid states the issue on appeal as: 
Did the district court err when it denied Mr. Madrid's motion to 
suppress because his statements were obtained in violation of the 
Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution? 
(Appellant's brief, p. 4.) 
The state rephrases the issue as: 
Has Madrid failed to meet his burden of showing that he was in custody to a 
degree associated with formal arrest when officers asked him to sit down as they 
inquired about the bottle of pills protruding from his pocket? 
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ARGUMENT 
Madrid moved to suppress his statements made prior to his arrest, 
arguing that he had not been properly advised of his rights before making the 
statements. The district court found that, in the circumstances of Madrid's 
detention prior to his arrest, no recitation of Fifth Amendment rights was 
required. The district court therefore denied Madrid's motion to suppress. 
Madrid now appeals, arguing that the district court erred in applying the law to 
the facts. 
A. Standard of Review 
On appeal of a trial court's decision denying a suppression motion, the 
appellate court accepts those findings of fact supported by substantial evidence 
in the record. State v. Lagasse, 135 Idaho 637, 639, 22 P.3d 112, 114 (Ct. App. 
2001 ). The court then freely applies the law to those facts. _lg. Here, there are 
no factual findings in dispute. The issue is whether the district court properly 
applied the law to the facts. 
B. Madrid Has Failed To Meet His Burden Of Showing That He Was In 
Custody To A Degree Associated With Formal Arrest When Officers 
Asked Him To Sit Down As They Inquired About The Bottle Of Pills 
Protruding From His Pocket 
Under the Fifth Amendment, all persons have the right to be free from 
compelled self-incrimination. U.S. Const., Arndt. 5. The U.S. Supreme Court 
identified a set of warnings that a suspect must be given to protect his Fifth 
Amendment rights - when in custody - in the landmark case Miranda v. Arizona, 
384 U.S. 436, 86 S.Ct. 1602 (1966). Whether a suspect is 'in custody' is 
determined by an objective test of whether a reasonable person in the suspect's 
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circumstances would have believed his or her freedom was restrained as in a 
formal arrest. California v. Beheler, 463, U.S. 1121, 1125 (1983); State v. Myers, 
118 Idaho 608, 610, 798 P.2d 453, 455 (Ct. App. 1990) (freedom must be 
restrained to degree associated with formal arrest); State v. Osborne, 130 Idaho 
365, 369, 941 P.2d 337, 341 (Ct. App. 1997) (standard is objective). 
In determining whether an individual was in custody, the courts look to the 
totality of the circumstances. Thompson v. Keohane, 516 U.S. 99, 112, 116 
S.Ct. 457, 465 (1995); State v. Hurst, 151 Idaho 430, 436, 258 P.3d 950, 956 
(Ct. App. 2011 ). The burden of establishing custody such that Miranda warnings 
were required is on the party seeking the exclusion of evidence. Hurst, 151 
Idaho at 436, 258 P.3d at 956. Madrid bears that burden here. 
Here, Madrid bears the burden of establishing that his investigatory 
detention by Officers Chapko and Erickson became a custodial interrogation akin 
to formal arrest when they asked him to sit on the curb. Looking at the totality of 
circumstances shown in the record, Madrid has not met his burden. 
Officers Chapko and Erickson arrived at the convenience store shortly 
after 3:00 a.m. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 10, L. 8 - p. 11, L. 13.) The lone store-clerk 
had called police after seeing Madrid enter and leave the store bathroom 
multiple times. (R., pp. 88-89.) According to the officers, Madrid appeared 
paranoid and excitable. (1/18/2012 Tr. p. 12, L. 23 - p. 13, L. 1.) Also, Madrid 
had a bottle of pills protruding from his pocket, visibly missing a complete label. 
(Id., p. 13, Ls. 4-13.) 
5 
Idaho law requires drugs to be stored in correctly labeled containers. I.C. 
§§ 37-115(b), 37-127(a), (e). Indeed, Madrid does not dispute that officers 
properly detained him under the law. (R., pp. 66-67.) Moreover, Madrid does 
not challenge any factual findings by the district court. Rather, he argues only 
that the district court's conclusion that he was not in custody was erroneous 
given the facts and circumstances. (Appellant's brief, pp. 7-9.) 
Madrid points to the following facts: the officers had him exit the store, 
they patted him down for weapons, and then asked him to sit on the curb. 
(Appellant's brief, pp. 7-9.) As to Madrid's pat-down, the trial court concluded 
that it was a valid safety stop, referencing Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968). (R., 
p. 89.) Madrid argues that a reasonable person frisked in the context of a Terry 
stop would believe that officers thought he was armed and dangerous, and thus 
conclude that his detention was like a formal arrest. (Appellant's brief, p. 8.) In 
other words, Madrid seems to argue that any Terry stop is objectively a custodial 
detention for purposes of Miranda. 
The U.S. Supreme Court has specifically rejected this argument, holding 
that the "temporary and relatively non-threatening detention involved in a ... 
Terry stop ... does not constitute Miranda custody." Maryland v. Shatzer,_ U.S. 
_, 130 S.Ct. 1213, 1224 (2010). In that case, the court focused on the presence 
of coercive pressure that the Miranda warnings were intended to address. _lg. A 
restraint on free movement, the court held, is necessary but not sufficient by 
itself for Miranda custody. _lg. 
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The facts here demonstrate the non-threatening, un-coercive nature of 
Madrid's interactions with officers. Madrid was not hand-cuffed. He was asked 
to sit on the curb, not in an officer's patrol car. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 38, Ls. 6-8.) 
When the officers inquired about Madrid's pill bottle, which was visibly in violation 
of Idaho law, Madrid volunteered that the officers could take it. (1/18/2012 Tr., p. 
16, Ls. 22-23; p. 34, Ls. 20-25.) 
The incident, from the officers' arrival to placing Madrid under arrest, took 
under 12 minutes; Madrid sat down on the curb seven and a half minutes before 
his arrest. (R., p. 76; 1/18/2012 Tr., p. 19, Ls. 2-10.) The brevity of the 
encounter matches its simplicity. Madrid has presented no evidence from which 
to conclude that Madrid was detained to the degree of a formal arrest during the 
seven and a half minutes at issue on this appeal. Madrid therefore fails to satisfy 
his burden of demonstrating that he should have been Mirandized, or that his 
Fifth Amendment rights were violated. Madrid has not shown that the district 
court erred in denying his motion to suppress. 
CONCLUSION 
For the foregoing reasons, this Court should affirm the district court's 
decision denying Madrid's motion to suppress. 
DATED this 28th day of December, 2012. 
DAPH J. HUANG 
Deputy Attorney Gen 
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